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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's Amendment filed on 6/30/2009 has been entered with amended 
claims 16 and 30. In this Office Action, claims 16-17 and 30-31 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 16 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The one statement in the first limitation claimed as 
"wherein codes are represented in a form corresponding to a type of analysis performed 
on said codes" is indefinite, not clear and ambiguous. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 16-17 and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zambo et al. (US Patent 6,985,907) hereinafter Zambo, in view of 
McCollum et al. (USPA Pub. 2005/0091 640 A1 ) hereinafter McCollum, in view of Bigus 
et al. (US Patent 7,136,843) hereinafter Bigus, and further in view of Applicant Admitted 
Prior Art (AAPA). 

6. As per independent claims 16 and 30, Zambo teaches a method of codifying field 
claims with the most severe of the applicable condition codes (col. 2, lines 17-19). 
Zambo teaches the claimed, an automated computer implemented method for 
identifying applicable provisions in codes (Fig. 2, col. 2, lines 19-21 and col. 4, 

lines 45-47, the codes are applied based on severity ranking of plurality of condition of 
codes which is the came concept as the current invention the codes are identified based 
on provision codes). Zambo teaches the claimed, selecting a rules system by a 
computer, rules system includes a plurality of codes are represented in a form 
corresponding to a particular type of analysis performed on said codes (Table 2, col. 6, 
lines 65-67). 

Zambo teaches the claimed, mapping said codes automatically create target 
rules representing said codes based on said selected rules system by said computer, by 
transforming a logical structure of said codes to target rules using grammar and syntax 
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of said natural language text of said selected rules system (Fig. 2, col. 4, lines 45-61 
and table 2, col. 6, lines 65-67). 

Zambo does not explicitly teach rules. However, McCollum teaches the claimed, 
identifying applicable provisions of said target rules based on said first and second 
evaluations by said computer (page 1 , paragraph [0003]). McCollum also teaches the 
claimed, populating a template of generated target rules with data from said codes 
based on said selected rules system (Fig. 6, page 23, paragraph [0277]). 

Zambo does not explicitly teach applying evaluation function to said target rules. 
However, McCollum also teaches the claimed, applying evaluation functions to said 
target rules that represent said codes, to refine said target rules, wherein a first 
evaluation function comprises one user's perspective of said codes, and wherein a 
second evaluation function comprises a trigger event relating to said codes (Fig. 3, 
page 14, paragraph [0236]). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the data processing art at the time of the invention, to have combined the teachings of 
the cited references because McCollum's teachings would have allowed Zambo's 
method to execute plurality of rules simultaneously instead of executing sequentially in 
order to use computer resources more efficiently (page 1 , paragraph [0003]). 

Zambo and McCollum do not explicitly teach rule system including one of fuzzy 
rules and other listed rules. However, Bigus teaches the claimed, rule system including 
one of fuzzy rules, if-then-else-rules, and declarative rules (col. 4, line 64 to col. 5, 
line 2; col. 4, lines 30-33 and col. 5, lines 15-26). Bigus also teaches outputting said 
applicable provisions of said target rules by said computer (Fig. 6, col. 8, lines 5-6). 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the invention, to have combined the teachings of the cited references 
because Bigus' teachings would have allowed Zambo's method for initialization or setup 
code is required to intermix with the processing and evaluation of declarative rules- 
based knowledge (col. 1, lines 64-67). 

Zambo, McCollum and Bigus do not explicitly teach types of codes. AAPA 
teaches the claimed, codes comprise natural language text of one of laws, policy 
statements, contract provisions, agreements, regulations, rules of association, 
constitutions, and codes of conduct (page 1 , paragraph [0002]). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time of the 
invention, to have combined the teachings of the cited references because AAPA's 
teachings would have allowed Zambo's method to improve using codes (page 1, 
paragraph [0005]). 

7. As per dependent claims 1 7 and 31 , Zambo teaches the claimed, applicable 
codes comprise a classification codes used for classifying said provisions provided in 
said document (Fig. 1 , Table 1 , col. 4, lines 12-20). 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant arguments with respect to claims 16-17 and 30-31 have been 
considered but they are not persuasive and details as follows: 
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a) Applicant argument regarding 35 U.S.C. 112, 2 nd paragraph rejection 
stated as "Applicant respectfully requests that the examiner withdraws this 35 
U.S.C. 112 rejection." 

In response to Applicants argument, Examiner respectfully agrees. 
However, Applicant amended claims 16 and 30 have introduced a new kind of 
error because of using the phrase "wherein codes are represented in a form 
corresponding to a type of analysis performed on said codes" Therefore, 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2 nd paragraph rejection is maintained with a different kind as 
indefinite. 

b) Applicant argument regarding rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 
stated as "Applicant submits, that neither Zambo, nor McCollum, Bigus and 
AAPA, nor any alleged combination thereof, teaches or suggests..." (See page 7, 
par. one). 

In response to Applicants argument, Examiner respectfully disagrees, 
because when it is a part of Applicant's disclosure, then it would have supported 
with detailed explanation rather than listing. However, Applicant utterly failed to 
claim from the detailed description and to overcome the prior art, Applicant 
claimed the limitation by extracting from the background of the invention and 
which is considered and admitted by Applicant as well known in the art. The 
limitation of "codes comprising. ..one of laws..." is not disclosed anywhere in the 
Detailed Description. 
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c) Applicant argument regarding rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03 
stated as "nowhere in the cited prior art is there any disclosure of transforming a 
logical structure of codes comprising natural language. ..using grammar and 
syntax of the natural language text." 

In response to Applicants argument, Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
The reasons are: 1) Applicant is silent about the differences between the rules 
system and target rules system. 2) Zambo clearly explained what the codes are 
and how they are represented, for example, the first character preferably 
indicates the vehicle component or concern, i.e., "T" for tires (Fig. 2, col. 4, 
lines 45-61 ). Whereas Applicant codes were not disclosed how they are mapped 
either in the specification or in drawings. 

d) Applicant argument regarding rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 
stated as "No person of ordinary skill in the art would have considered combining 
these disparate references, absent impermissible hindsight." 

In response to Applicants argument, Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Zambo description well explained and perfectly fits to the claimed invention. In 
fact, Applicant claims are not relevant. For example, claimed limitation is: codes 
(such as civil and criminal justice...) are mapped to target rules and these rules 
includes fuzzy rules, if-then-else-rules and declarative rules (emphasis added). 
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Contact Information 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sathyanarayan Pannala whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-41 1 5. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Sathyanarayan Pannala/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2164 

srp 

August 24, 2009 



